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Beason or Revelation?
What? Some more rattling of dry bones? A. though we bad
to be told what an abominable and dangerous thing ratlonallsm is!-

JUll read on. "l'be thing is not so dead as you may think. We are

dealinl with a live issue. There are many more rationalists in the
chun:ba than the census lists. Your own theological thinking may
have more of a rationalistic bias than you are aware of. And in
oar spiritual struggles we are inclined to heed the lnaldlous loglc of
nacm more than the sure Word of Scripture, the certain promise
af the Gospel. So the time spent in studying the gross forms of
ratlan■JIPD la well spent. That will help us the better to realize
tbe dangerous cbaiacter of the subtle forms. We shall begin with
ra&fcmalfamu vulgaria nu c:ommunia.

I
What la the source of the saving doctrine, the seat of authorit¥
ID religion. reuon or revelation? Scripture is most clear on thla
point. Scripture declares that God's revelation, His revelation in
Scripture, Scripture itaelf, is the sole source of saving knowledge.
"To the Law and to the Tc:stimony; if they speak not according to
this word, it la because there is no light in them," Is. 8: 20. Apln:
-rhey have Mases and the prophets; let them hear them," Luke
18:29. Again: "All Scripture is given by lDBpiration of God and
Is pra&table for doctrine," 2 Tim. 3: 18. Once more: 1'1f any man
speak, let him speak as the oracles of God," 1 Pet. 4: 11. "The
onc1es of God," not the oracles of man, the judgments and deciaiODB
af reuon. "Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy
PDd VP1D deceit, after the tradition of men," Col 2: 8. For 1<the
IIPturPl man rec:elveth not the thinp of the Spirit of God; for they
ue fooJl•hnea unto him," 1 Cor. 2: 14.
'Die position of the Lutheran Church is clear on thla point.
21
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•Nee natlo h1&mana ... nah&nzlu theologfu d "'"'"' nperu&andh&• princ:lplu• at." (See Baler, Comp., I, 82.) '"'1'be Bnngelieal Lutheran Church recoplza the written Word of the
apoatles and prophets u the only and perfect aourc:e, rule, norm,
and :ludge of all teachings a) not reuon. b) not tradition, c) not
new revelations." (See Wlllthff mul d&e Ch1&1"Ch. p.122.) 'l'lut
Formula of Concord atates: "We receive and embrace with our
whole heart the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the Old and
New Testaments u the pure, clear fountain of Israel, wblch la the
only true standard by which all teachers and doctrinea ue to be
judged," and "allow ourselves to be diverted therefrom by no objections or human contradictions spun from human reuon, however
charming they may appear to reason." (TrigL, pp. 851, 987.)
The ratlonallats u.- equally clear and vigorous language In

proclaiming thm- principle: Not revelation, but reuon! 'l11e
Soclnlans of old said: "Nfhil fa theologfa Vffll.711 est, QUOc:I II Ntlone
non cippn,bc&tuf'. • • • Nila.ii cndi potest, QUOc:1 11 N&iou mpf et
mtelHQi nequecit. • • • Nullo modo Vffll.m •••• potest, eui N&fo
aeuuaque c:omm1&nia npugnat.• Nothing la true in theology which
does not find the approval of reason! The final judgment must be
given by reuon. Reason has the right to reverse the judgment of
Scripture. And thus reuon is the sole authority in religion. When
rationalism was in flower, the great majority of the theolOli■m
gloried in proclaiming the supreme authority and self-sufBciency of
reuon. One of their leading lights, H.P. K. Henke (t 1809), considered It his duty ''to free the Christian doctrine from a threefold
superstition, from Chrlstolatry, Bibliolcit711, and onomatology (the
retention of antiquated concepts), and thus change the truth which
wu accepted on the basis of authorities into the truths of natural
reason." (See Kin:hlic:he Zeitsehrift, 1939, p.129.) J . F. C. LoelBer,
a general superintendent: "Our reason is manifestly God In us.
Why should we seek God outside of us, in the strange voices which
are frequently so illusive?" (See Fr. Ublhom, Geac:hfchte der
Deutac:h-Lutheriachen Kin:he, II, p. 81. The book lists many similar atatements.) J. F. Roehr, their chief, declared that Christianity
la ''the religlon of reuon intimately connected with the history of
Its founder." Concerning Roehr, Ublhom says: "He stood foursquare on the principle that reason alone could decide matters of
faith; that there can be no revelation, no immediate intervention of
Goel in general, and no supernatural communication of divine truths
in particular; that the Bible la a purely human book, in which
noble and wise men of antiquity have set down, in the ordinary
manner, the results of their investigation of religious truths; and
ao much of this la to be retained as reuon finds to be of universal
value." (Op. cit., p.182.) The Lutheran rationalist in America,
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r. B. Qalbnen, roc1•bned 1n • eermcm on the Reformattan:
the
. . _ ml nwJatlon are
mle 80Ul"cea of rellpous Jmowledp
ad Ille 111111118 accordJq to which all .rellllou,I queatlcma must be
t1a1111.• All of tbla wu the deveJopment of the Idea of J.S.
s-Jlr, tbe father of German J"lltloneJfsm Semler denied that the
llbll . . fmplnd In the real aena of the t.enn and designed u
Iba 1111ml al faith for all men. Only thet fa fnspfrecl which can
arw "our moral Improvement- moraltache Auab•...rung." Christ
lffl BIi dfacfplea the rfcht of private judgment. And using this
dpt, Semler deleted &om the Bible all those portlona which did
Id find favor with him u being "Jewfab conceptions." These portfaal faund p)eee In the Bible only becauae the Blbllcal heroes,
a.flt end tbe apcmles, accommodeted thermelves In their language
ID tm popu)er notlom of their day. These th1np are not to be
...... by UL - Lessin& the pblloaopher and clramatfat, spoke fn
Iba neme ol the Enlightenment end rationalism when he said:
"alrtlUenfty does not rest on the accident.a of bfatorical event.a
llat Clll nee I IY truths of reason."
And tbele reUonallata are still with ua. We have the Unltertam, end Wit have the Modemlata. W. G. Elliot, Unitarian: "We
became Cbrlatlem 10Jely through the uae of reucm." (DiacouT"n•
OIi th Doe&riua of Chriatianttv, p. 8.)
"No statement can be
ICClpted u true because it ls in the Bible. All it.a teachings must
he 111bjectm to the authority of reason and conaclence." (Tract
pihJllhecl by the American Unitarian Aaoclation. See PopulaT"
s,.bolb, p. 401.) Wm. E. Channing, In a sermon on Unitarian
Clrilda1dtv: "'nie Bible treats of subiects on which we receive
Idea from other 10un:es besides itself, such subjects u the nature.
pmlom, reJaUona, and duties of man; and it expect.a us to restrain
IDll modlfy ita Jenguage by the known truths which observation
IDll experience fumiab on these topics. We profea not to Jmow
a book which demands a more frequent exerclae of reuon then the
Blh1e. • • • With these views of the Bible, we feel it our bounden
dut¥ to exercfae our reason upon it perpetually, to compare, to
Infer, to look beyond the letter to the apirit,ll to seek In the nature
al the subject and the aim of the writer his true meaning, and, in
pnerel. to meke use of what ls known for explaining what ls dif&cult, end for dlacovering ne10 tn&tha." (Works of W. E. C., p. 388.)
'l'be Modernists of today are marching In line with the Unltarlam. holding eJoft the torch of the old rationallsta. (We are
not rettllns dry bones!) Our next-door neJgbbon are telling us
thet reuon la the aeat of authority and are warning us against
"BlblJolatry." David E. Adams: "The final bula of religious
1) That munda famlllar. In the curnmt cUac:uaton OD verbal lnlpiratlan ._. hear Lutheran tbeo1o1iam uJdq us to do tbat.
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authority for you ls youneif. your mind worldq OD all that bal
come down In the rellglous tradition of Cbrlatlanlty and -1ectlnl
and making your own those tblnp_ which utlafy the requlnmeDII
of your lntelllpnce, of your moral jndp,ent, of :,our aplrltua1
hunger•••• We have come to the point where each man IIIUll
decide for btmwlf, In the light of his own beat Jmowledp and • perience, what there ls In that Book. what there ls In the Ch'Ul'Oh.
what there ls In the Cluiatbm faith that ls valid for him, .In tbe 1lpt
of acienc:e, In the light of his own best monl judp,ent. .In the 1lpt
of that little spark of the divine which God hu lighted .In bis IIOU1.•
(Adamfc .llfontlalv, August, 1828.) Semler and Roehr and Loelller
would ay that this ls just about what they have been ayma.
Our Modernlats are simply repeating what ls stored away In old
archives. They are rattling dry bones. Let us hear IOIDfl mon
of it. Dean F. C. Grant: ''The Christian religion does not ~ufn
any one to go contrary to his own experience either .In faith or In
conduct, t. e., not contrary to what in popular language la called
'reuon,' or the conclusion we draw, the outlook we derive from our
experience. This has ever been God's way with man; else what
wu
for, which God Implanted in us as a guide throuab
the mazes of conflicting sense-impreulons and of oplnlouT"
(Living Chv.n:h, Nov. 11, 1933.) In The Doc&rifte of God, p.175 ff.,
A. C. Knudson ays that the Bible "In a speclal and preemlneDt
sense" ls still the IIOUl'Ce and norm of Christian belief; "for .In It we
have the earliest and most trustworthy record of the unique revelation of God which was mediated to the world by Jewish and early
Chrlstlan histol'y"; but to this must be added three supplementary
sources: "the Church, natural reason, and Chrlstlan experlence."
In hJs book Rffl0ffll1 Realitfea, pp. 91, 218, 0. L. Joseph declares:
''There are some who sound the alarm that the Bible has lost lt•
authority because scholars have submitted newer interpretatlom
and different applications of lb manifold message. Tbe real cllfficulty ls what these alarmlsta thought the Bible should be hu no
longer any foundation. The only course is to appeal to the testimony of evldenc:e and to abide by a verdict that is approved by
reuon, conacience, and experience. . . . If we are to escape tbe pitfalls of barren lntellectuallsm11> and of prostrated emotlonallam, we
must recognize that reason and faith are the twin guides to truth."
S. Parkes Cadman, ~ chief among the Modem1ats, inlllsbl that reuon
has the right to alt in judp,ent on Scripture. "Is not the authority
of the Bible destroyed when we accept only that which ls appllc:able
to us and of which we must be the judges?" Answer: "'l'be
authority of the Bible is established by divine lnaplratlon, but It la
2) Tbat munda familiar. We are belq told that tbe teacbln1 of
verbal Inspiration 1eada to tbfa thlq. "bunn fntellectuallam."
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to human bitelllgence. 'l'he Book ltaelf lnvokea
J1a1te IIMIID and appeala to Its decisions. Plaluly, the Scriptures
......_ clo not outlaw man's judgment on their content& Why
moald we clo mT• (AMUHIT'a to BNT11-da11 Qua&iou, p. 257 f.)
Let m lar • Lutheran theologian who aaree■ with these people:
~ Bible, the Church, and the Reason are all cbannela or seats
fll autbarlti7 bi rallglcm. "l'be cruz In the theological debate hu been
the laJse exaltation of one or another of these seats of authority.
~ the final appeal bi rellgious belief cannot rest on any one
fll th.. facton divorced from the others. • • • In the final analysis
the Biblical truths and the Church's creeds and confeal.ODB must
be made :real and vital by their penonal revaluation and be experlmced u rellgious facts before they command and compel the
IOul t,1 111bmiwtou and action. The final appeal is made to the
am.um COlllldoume■a. All through the medieval and modern
period of. theological history, though the 1nfalllbllity of Bible and
Church hu been preached, there have always stood clear-eyed
IIMl honest champions of the nec:eaity and right of Christian
experience to Interpret and enforce the truths of our holy faith.
Scblelermacher stand.a first among our Protestant theologians In
the application of this point of view." (The Luthemn Quanerlv,
1912, p.570f. See Lehn uncl Wehn, 1913, p.158.) And beware of
"BlblloJatry''! "Without a doubt our fathers came very close to
BlblloJatry. They could make no distinction between the Word of
Goel and the words of men by which that Word wu given."
(E. Lewia, The F,dth We DeclAn, p. 49.) C. A. Wendell: "Bibllolatry Is perhaps the finest and most exalted form of idolatry, but
Idolatry It Is nevertheless." . . • This "stilted veneration for the
Wont,• this ''nervous anxiety to prove the complete lnerrancy of
the Bible from cover to cover." (What Ia Luthemniam? P. 235.) Plainly the isme ''Reason or Revelation?" ls not a dead one. The
voice of Semler and Roehr is still heard bi the land. A few new
tenm have been added to the vocabulary of rationalism, but the
laquage Is the same.
It Is aola n&io against 101A Scriptun&. Ia their slogan Indeed
"Reum alone"? Do they not stand for ''Reason ,incl Revelation"'?
'l'bey do say that reason and Scripture are the twin guides to truth.
When they ll■t the seats of authority, they never fail to mention
Scripture. They do not purpose to get along without Scripture.
For one thing, It would never do to propose that within the religious
body In which they are operating. If they said, "Away with the
Bible!" they would have to leave the Chriltlan Church and start
a religion of their own. And, for another thing, they do not want
to pt along without the Bible. They have a high regard for the
Bible. Cadman sees it established by "divine msplratlon." Roehr
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studied bla Bible; far did not the noble and wlae men of atlqultJ
Nt down therein the result■ of their lnwatfptlomT B. B. l'Clllllck
want■ men to UN the Bible. In bla Jfodenl UN of th. Ba,le be
apeaa emphatically OD thla point. "An lntelllpnt unclentaDdlnl
of the Bible Is lndlspemable to anybody ln the Weatem world who
wlshea to think wisely about rellslon. By no pcwfblllty can mr,
one of ua be Independent of the Bible'• Influence. Our lnteUectual
heritage Is full of it■ word■ and phrue■, Id-■ and formula•
(P. 3.) Reuon demand■ of you, u a wlae man, to listen wham other
wise men ■peak. It Is the part of wisdom to treuure up and study
the maxim• of Ccmfuciua and Socrates and I■alah and Je■u■• So
there are two guide■ to truth: Scripture, contalnlnl what other
wise men ■aid, and your own lndlvldual :reuon. But at bottam
there ii, ln the theology of ratlonallsm, only one ■eat of autborityreuon. For "that, too, Is the part of wisdom to exarnlae carefully
what your peen say and to accept only what ■tand■ the test. Have
they not juat been telling us that each man mu■t decide for hbme1f
what there Is In that Book that Is valid for him, In the lilht of bl■
own best moral judgment? With them, the ■t■tement■ of Scrlptun
are not final; only so much of Scripture ii acceptable as find■ fawr
with reason. Did Je■ua feed the five thou■and with two loave■ of
bread? lmpoalble, says reason. This •tory Is not reliable. I■ the
■inner ju■tlfied without worka? The Bible say• so, but the be■t
moral judgment of man mu■t repudiate such an idea; and Scripture
■tand■ corrected before the bar of reason. Reason Is ■et up u the
final court of appeal In the theology of rationalllm. It■ princlple ll,
ln truth and reality, sofa nztio. Walther Is right when he way■:
"The Bible Is nearly everywhere treated like the fable■ of Anop.
I am telling you the truth when I ~Y thll. When you begin later
to compare the old with the modem theologian■, you will wee that
I have not exaggerated. Science has been placed on the throne, and
theology Is made to sit at It■ feet and await the order■ of philolophy." (Lc&w and Goapel, p. 235.) H. Kraemer ii right when he
way•: "'In the elghteenth century the representative■ of the enlightenment fought a . . . battle for the right■ of human reuon.
Believing in the autonomy of man, their eyes were naturally
blinded to the peculiarly rellglou■ and unique character of Blbllcal
reall■m. The conception of "natural religion' u the "normal' and
'■tandard' religion became paramount, and ln their hunwdlt
theolosY the light of reuon became the" (italic■ by Kraemer)
"orpn of revelation." (Th• Chrima7L M11uao• m a N07L-Chriltiml
Worid, p. ll8.) 1 >

3) Kraemer I■ not rlabt when he aya: '"The ~ t a t l v a of • ~ mul - ' • ttle for ti. dpt■

::,ttenmet fouaht • PArilv
hWDBD na■on."
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II tlma uy dur..ac. between the rattoneJ•sta of the elgbt- 6 embll7 and tbe raUanaUm of 1IM,O u to their tratment af
. . Bible! Ra
Jlffenmce. Both pvupa trat the B1ble
Ila . . labia af Aaop. accepUna In Aeaop and In Holy Scripture
wlll& la pad and njectma what la not ao 1ood. Our llodern1sta
- , nat ua tbe c:aane language of Tmionalumua tndQcma. 'l'bey
wm aat treat tbe Bible u a purely human book. They may ucrlbe
to It a hlaher deane of Inspiration than Aeaop poaeaaed. They
find -0.. Ward of God" In it. But lllnc:e not all af Scripture is "the
Ward af God," a careful aelectlon must be made, and reuon must
mab tbe lelectlcm. Here la a typ1cal statement: "All of them
[. . wrlten af tbe ep!stles] strua1ed with evident llmltatf.cms of
laapuamaut, environment, and vocation. In their cue it la necesar, not anJy to 8nd out what they said but aiao what they were
bym, to ay, what the eternal Word of God wu sayq in them
to all IINlll everywhere. • • • The wheat must be alfted from the
c:liaff, tbe 'Ward' taken from the worn-out wrapplnp. And then
tbat 'Ward' aball be made plain. All must be fitted to our modern
tboupt. . . . What la warped and ill balanced must be corrected;
what was neglected must be added; what was aolled by the heat
ad dust of controversy must be polished until It la brlah,t and clear
,pin." (Dr. D. H . Forrester, In the Living Chv.n:h, Feb.11, 1933.)
0 ya, aya Dr. H. L. Willett, the Btble la a peat book, but It is not
ID Infallible atandard of morals and reU1lon. "No error has ever
rmulted In areater dlacredit to the Scriptures or injury to Christianity than that of attributing to the Bible such a miraculous origin
ad nature u to make it an lnfallible standard of morals and
rellpm. That it contaias the Word of God In a sense in which
that expremon can be used of no other book is true. But Its
&nallQ- and authority do not reside In all of its utterances but In
thme ar-t charac:ters and messages which are easily discerned u
the mountain peab of its contents. Such portlcms are worthy to be
called the Ward of God to a man." (The Bible throv.gh the Cntvta, p. 289.) And who is the jud1e to decide which sections of
the Bible are God'• Word? Dr. Willett continue■: "It la Inevitable

••Dtlal

that ane who studies the Scriptuh!s should brq every statement

1111d precept to the bar of his own sense of rip.t and iudae it by that
atandard." (P. 291.) Far from acceptlnl the •olA Scriptv.n, these
men do not even place Scripture on a par with reuon, but operate
with the aola n&tio. James Bannerman fitly deacrlbea the situation:
"Be comes to the Bible and sita over Its content. In the attitude
« a judge who la to decide for himself what In It la true and worthy
to be believed and what In It la fabe and deservlnl to be rejected;
not In tbe attitude of the dlaciple who, within the limits of the
lmplrecl record, fee1a himself at Jam' feet to receive evsy word
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tbat cometh out of Bia mouth. • • • The uaunnce that the Btb1e
la tbe Word of God, and
mozenot almp)y containing It, in
or 1of Its human language, la one fltted to 110Jemnize tbe IIOu1 with
a holy fear and a devout -.abndnlan to Its dec:Jaratlam u the wry
utterances of God. The umram:e, OD tbe contrary, that the truthl
of reveJation are mingled, in a manner unknown and indetmmlDate,
with the defects of the record, la one which revenea tbe attitude
and brlnp man u a muter to sit in judament OD the BlbJe •
summoned to hla bar and bound to render up to him a cmnnlon of
Its errors and not a declaration of Its one and authoritative truth.•
Bull Manly, who quotes this in 2'1&c Bible DoetriM of Itlllffl"dfoa,
p. 18, points out what Inspires the rationalistic attitude: "It mlnlaters to the pride of reucm." t>
It la Indeed aola tmfo. Dr. Hoenecke states the cue thua:
11
'.l'he rationalists and the great majority of modem theoJoglRN
hold that Scripture Js not the Word of God but only conta!na the
Word of God. But this assertion refutes itself. For if God'• Word
were only contained in Scripture, if It had to be alftecl out of Scripture like wheat from the chaff, we ahould need a aecond JmmecUatreveJation, in addition to the revelation of Scripture, to serve u
the atandard and rule for aeparating that which la the Word of
God In Scripture from that which Js not the Word of God; for
reuon cannot be the meuure and rule. If nuon. c:ouZd mt.lead
') The Bible "contains" the Word of God. "the wheat mult be ldlted
from the cbaff1"-tbat aounda famlJI••· J.A. W.Bau bu been tellln, us:
-i'bere muat De a clear distinction kept in mind between the Woni of
God and the Bible•••• The Bible la the Word of Goel becaUN It contains the Word of Goel." (What Ia Luthen&num? P.178.) V.Ferm bu
been telling ua: '"1'he authorlt;y of the Sacred Wrltlnp la no longer found
in 'the letter' but in the appeal of Ua spiritual content. • • • To ua tbe
'Word of God' la the validly spiritual content which rllea ~
in Scriptural utterances and in the pronouncement of Cbrlatllke aeen.
(Ibid., pp. 279, 21M.) And Dr. B. C. Alleman bu been telling ua: '"'1'be
Bible contalm the Word of God. It la the rule of our faith becaUN It
embrines this Word. • • • The Bible bu carried with It the husk u well
u the kemel. There are many thfnp in the Old Te.stmnent and aome In
the New Testament which are temporal and even provincial. When we
read Old Tntament atoriea of dou&tful ethlca and lez ealfonfa repriA]I,
with their cruelt;y and vengefu)nea. ..•" (Luth. Chun:1' Qunerli,, July,
1838, p. 240.) - Lutherana who like the phrue '"1'he Bible contains the
Word of God" might look up lta pedigree. The Unltarlam llbcl It.
"Unltariam believe that the Bible eontama the Word of Goel; they do not
believe tbat every word which It contains la the Word of Goel." (ScrlpNnll B•Uef ol Unleari&n Chriadclu.) Semle~1 the father of modem
ratloa•JI...., med It: "It la Inconceivable how UUt thouptful Cbrlatlam
confound the Sacred Scripture of the Jews and the Word of God wbleh
is here and there contalnecl and enveloped therein." And "among tbaN
who would c:luaqe the atatement 'The Bible fa the Word of God' Into "'l.118
Bible eontAlna the Word of God' may be named IA Clerc and Grotlua,
wbNe vlewa may be readily traced back to :Malmonldea, the celebrated
Jewlah Rabbi of the Middle Apa." (B. Manly, op. e1t., p. G.)
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- - u tu ........ Scriptll&N 100lllcl h nboni6nate to ,..,._
.... apicla1 ren1atlaa, auch - ls llven in Sc:rlptun, woulcl In
. - 1me bee unnec I ry." (Bt,,-Ltall. DogmatOc, I, p. 833.)
...... lime not ccmcemed with the dUllculty confronting thme
wbo ue not rady to proclaim the absolute self•4•1eriq of raaaa and atUl feel the need of a special revelation.
Oar IDlarat at preaent ls to show that any theolopm who permits
1111 naam, bla aclentfflc mind, bis moral ,_Unp, to correct and
nme tbe Bible. ls putting reason above the Bible, ls procJ•Jmtns
tbe IOla tmfo, ls marchlns with the old rattonaJhrta.
We have mown that ratlcm•Usrn makes reuon the norm and
nm tbe murce of the •Yins truth. It was not bard to show this.
'11le ...tlonaUsta make no attempt to hide their position. We shall
what the nature and effect of this principle of theology 1s.
It will be aeen at once what a wlcked, evil, noJaome thins it 1s.
It JI IIICb • wicked, evil, noblome thins that Luther ls compelled
ID ua hanh Jansuase in describing it. "He tells us further what
lllltr.. Hulda, natural reason, teaches on these matters, as though
we did not know that reason ls Satan's paramour and can do naught
hut defame and de6le all that God 119ys or does. But before we
IIIIWIII' tbls arch-whore and Satan's bride, we shall ftnt prove our
faith with simple, clear Blble-paaqes." (XX.
232.)
"Ratio mimic:G
jut. Reuon, the enemy of faith." (IX, 157.) G> Note, first, its
wtcbdnea and, aecond, its harmfulness.
lint, it ls a wicked thing. God directs us to Scripture as the
sole source of the •vlns truth, the soJe norm of doctrine. "To the
Law and to the Testimony!" Is. 8: 20. "Seerch the Scriptures;
••• they are they which testify of Me," John 5:39. God will have
notbJag preached In His Church but Scripture: ''If any man speak,
Jet hJm speak u the oracles of God," 1 Pet. 4: 11. God werns us
aplnst Bivins reason a voJce in theology: "Bewere lest any man
spoil JOU through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of
mm, after the rudiments of the world," Col 2: 8. The rationallsts
rad tbls and keep on saying: We will accept nothing but what
our reason approves of. God asks us to "cast down imaginations
and everything that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God
and bring Into captivity every thought to the obedlence of Christ,"
2 Cor.10: 5. What, say the rationalists, dlscard the noblest gift of
God to man, our reason? God tells us in Holy Scripture that human

flw...,..

DOW_.,

5) A lbnDar statement, from a sermon on 1 PeL 5: "Ntlffl Sa.taa
Nllft mlt elm ~ UebUchen wefn. Du helat naflo h11mc111a. In eJn
. . . _ metz, macht v1el zu buben, daa man etwu precUgt, quocl tM>a at
Vtrha Del, aecl neben etwu erdenken; daa macht, daa man Gotta
wart verachtet. • • • Man mus nuechtier und wacker Nin, am wort ballten.
Ste IIOltra natlowe [Satan] lmpugna& '/i,dlm. RaUo 1st des Teuftels Braut.•
(WIimar Bel.. ,.,, p. 8'1 f.)
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rason la Incapable of judging aplrltual matters: '-n. world bJ
wladom knew not God," 1 Cor.1:21. Apln: '-rhe natural ma
recelveth not the tblnp of the Spirit of God, for they are foalllhnea unto him; neither can he know them," 1 Cor. 2:lt. And apln:
"Eye hath not aeen nor ear heard, neltber have entm:ed Jnto the
heart of man the tblnp which God hath prepand for them that
love Him." This "wladom of God none of the prlncea of this wadd
knew," 1 Cor. 2: 8, 9. Anc1 the ratloa•lfsta make 8118W81': We certainly know all about theee thlnp.-'l'hey are doing a wlcbcl
thing. They are aettlng tbeJr :lwlsmen.t against Goel'• judpen._
They make nothing of Scripture.
True, they do not feel that they are doing a wicked thlq.
They deny that, in taking coumel with their reuon, they are actlDI
against God's will and Word. They know, of coune, as well u we
what la written 1 Pet. 4: 11 and Col 2: 8. But they have penuadecl
themselves that these passage■ do not set up the prlnclple of aola
Seriptun& or, If they do, that the wiae men who penned these word■
were mistaken in identifying Scripture with Goel'• Wmd; thme
passage■ must be dlacarded as chaff. However, Scripture remalm
the Wmd of God in all its parts. It come■ to men clothed with the
full majesty of God. And the fact remains that they who pzaume
to alt in judgment on Scripture are, whether they realize it or not,
doing a wicked thing. The fact that Scripture la God's Word should
"solemnize the soul with a holy fear and a devout 1n.1bmlnlon to
its declarations as the very utterances of God." It ls not a small
thing when men treat all of Scripture or some parts of Scripture u
the words of mere men. It ls a terrible situation described by
Walther in the words: "There is not in modem theologians that
fear which animated David when he said: 'My fteah trembleth for
fear of Thee,' PL 119: 120. Such reverence in the presence of Holy
Writ is found hardly anywhere. The Bible is nearly everywhere
treated like the fable■ of Aesop." (Law and Goapel, p. 235.)
What animates the rationalists, old and modem, ls not the fear
of God and His Word but the pride of reason. ''It m1nlsters to the
pride of reason," says Manly, to have the right and the opportunity
to go through the Holy Book of Christendom and pus judgment on
the worth and merit of every single statement. The pride of reuon,
the "npeT'Cilium hufflllnu n&tionia et philoaophille" (''proud reuon
and philosophy," Fomiula of Conc:oni; TrigL, ,P• 882), break■
through all bounds and "exalts itself apinat the knowledge of
God," 2 Cor. 10: 5. It clarea to dispute with God! Our reason la
a noble faculty. "It is indeed true that it is of all th1nga the highest
and the chief thlna, above all other things of thla life the beat, yea.
aometh1ng divine." (Luther, 19, p. 1482.) But now, Luther continue■, "after the l'all, thla finest and beat of all things la under the
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...... ml ruJa cl Satan,. and Satan ha 8Ded bla paramour wltb
JIii Oft apldt. 'l'bere WU DO llmit to the pride and arropDCe of
s.tm-he would be lib Goel And l'NIIOD, lmplred and dlnc:ted
b7 BIia, Jman DO llmlt In lta uplntlom. It would be 1llce Goel
Bow did the oJd ratloaaJtst Loeffler exprea lt? "Our reuon la
wnl,_ly God In ua"I Our modem ratlonalllta will not uae such
ODlll9 lanpqe; but when you Ne how they treat the Bible,
telUna III what portlom are not In accord with the moral seme of
modem man. prawn1ng to tell WI whlch doctrlnea of Chrlstlanlty
w ca accept and which doctrin• we m'Wlt reject, lnstruc:tlng WI
cm tbe hula of their experience and Investigation what to believe
111d what not to believe, you aee to what extent sinful pride
111d atanlc ccmcelt will exalt itself-it reach• self-delftcatlon.
B. Knmner read the boob of the old rationalists and passes this
Judlment: "Ham•nn Tightly said that, properly -.peektng, Kant's
manllam meant the delflcatlon of the human will and Lening'•
the clelficatlon of human reason. To reject the God of
rnelatlon lnevltably means to erect man In ■ome form as God."
(Op. dt., p.117.) And when we hear men 1llce Foadlck and Cadllllll IDd WlDett 10 blandly offering WI their ideas concemlng God
ml rellslon ln place of what God bu revealed in the Bible, we
■re witnaalng a form of self-deification. In it■ January issue
1cn11&u apeaka of "those ratlonallata of the golden age of the
American colonies for whom Reason was not merely mechanlatlc
but clnriu." It might have included the ratlonallata of the era of
llodemlsm. Tbelr pride of reason, too, knows no bounds.
"Proud reuon and philosophy" demands to be heard in theolao IDd clemanda the final word, though it bu very little to be
proud of. Let WI deflate its swollen pride.11> In the first place,
ntlOD1Jl,m la engaged in a foolish b'Wllnea. As often as the
ratlcmallata bring their findlnp before their own chosen tribunal,
...an, their judge tells them that they do not know what they are
t■1ldng about and throws the case out of court. If there Ls a God
at all,-and rationalism admit■ His existence, else It would not
11b up theology, - He Ls 80 far above man that the human mind
cannot meuure His thoughts, else He were no God. The thought■
IDd p1am of Goel transcend human comprehenalon. Scripture
1■y1 l 0 - and re&IOD says 80, Scripture tells WI that "eye hath DOt
aeen nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man the
thlnp which Goel hath prepared for them that love Him." On the
lmla ol Scripture Luther declares: "What matters it lf philosophy
emmot fathom this? The Holy Spirit ls greater than Arlatotle. . . .

"'"°"'JI'"'

I) See 1 '1'!m. I: 3 f. "He la DJ'DWL" uricpcnm, puf!ed U'D. twloeW..... llarpnal note: He la I fool. -Kaftatt: coaarited.-~-up
with caacelL
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Major en dhmu Vfflri 1111Ctorims CJIIClfll 1IN&n& ca.pacitu. 'Die
authority of God'• Word Is greater than the JP'UP of our 1nte11eat.•
(XIX, p. 29.) Apm: "'E1n efDlges Wort In der Hellfpn Scbrift
auaugnumden und gar tlef m erholen, 1st umnnfl8Hch, Trots Pboten allen Gelehrten und Tbeologen, denn es afDd des Bel1fgm
Gelstea Wort, darum ■o alnd ale all.en Memchen zu boch." (Weimar
Ed. T. R. I, p. 28.) Yes, reason Is a fine gift; '"the light of nuon
■bows you how to count and add up figures and to ■ee that Oll8
thing Is more and greater than another." But In one domain of
thought reuon can ■how u■ nothing. Luther continue■: "Wltb
respect to the thlnga of Christ, who enlighten■ our heart and CGD■clence, everything that Is In u■ Is blfndnea and darlmeai If JOU
will not hold fast to the Word, you will remain forever dead ad
blind." (XI, 2054.) Dr. Pieper: "To set up human reuon u the
■ourc:e and norm of theology Is forbidden by Scripture, ■Ince Scripture decJarea that human reuon, even when the divine revelaticm
Is presented to it, Is absolutely Incapable of under■tandiq 1t.•
(Lectuna on. "The Luthen&n Chu:rch," p. 29.) "We mu■t remember
that the essence of the Christian religion, the vicarlou■ •tlafactlcm,
Is for all men, including the philosophers, tffnl incognita." (Chr.
Dogm., I, p.17.) And add this thought: "Even reason, in ita vnfallen ate, Is not qualified to ■it in judgment on supernatural
revelation. How much lea Is fallen reason able to do ■o!" (Bibliothec,i Sacra., 1939, p. 270.) Now, reason fully agrees with thae
■tatements of Scripture. Reason understands that, ■ince it ii
finite, it cannot IP'UP and judge the infinite. The phlloaophen
know that. In an article publl■hed in the Saturda.11 Eveni11g Paa,
Auguat 5, 1939, "The Crisis of Religion," Will Durant says: ''We
mu■t beware of expecting a religion to be a body of mathematical
truths." T> The phll0110pher H. N. Wieman tells the philosophizing
theologian Wm. Adama Brown, who had written a book, God at
Worlc, A Stud11 of the Supematund: ''We w.i■h to demonstrate
that it Is impoaible to make any rational ■tatement about the supernatural becau■e it la essentially irrational. I believe thi■ book by
Mr. Brown demonstrate■ quite unintentionally that it la impoalble
to be rational and at the same time make the supernatural the
object of supreme devotion." (The Chriatian Century, March 7,
1934.) So, what happens when the ratloaaJists write boob Oil
theology? They write themselves down as fools. Dr. H. C. LfnJc
la a.ying that. In The Return to Religion the chapter headed
"Fool■ of Reason" state■: ''Religion has been called the refuge
7) Another statement worth quotlq: "In our rebelllous youth we
proudb' judpd the 'truth' of rellakm, and our bulama lntellecta njectecl
whatever they couJd not undentand.• "Bulgfq Intellects"-• QIIODpl
of the pbrue "puflecl up with c:oncelt," UNd above.
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al wk mlDda. ~ the ....-Jrn-. lies rather In tbe
failure al mmdl to 1'9C'OIDlze the ,-.Jrn-. of all mlnda. • • • In
cWf:,1111 the mind, we have abandoned God. We have become
-11 al nacm and the dupes of aclentlflc truth." Exac:tly what
Latlm 18kt: "Our t.chen attempted to fathom it with their reuon
11111 ID the attempt became fools. Denn es tat ke1n wort so gering
111D der Sc:brift, du man mlt vernunfft begrelffen kuende."
(Weimar Bd., XVII, ll, p. 31L) And when the fools of reason go
.to wark. they produce only foollsh fables. A wise man will not
'W1ita da:riptlcms of a tffftl fflCOllRka. And no wise man will bue
1111 llhatlon on IUCb usurancea. Luther would not. ''I am not
• loolllh <•n'Hfflunf'4,) u to have fables invented by human
, _ • above the divine Word."
p. 87.) -When the
nUcmaJlwt, proud of h1a reason, makes it the judge of Scripture,
be doll vJolence to h1a reason. Ia that something to be proud of?
A leCClad point. Some of the arguments by which the ratlonalllla aeek to establish the authority of reason do not display deep
lap:a1 acumen. Cadman oJfen this argument: "The Book itself
Imam &nlte reason and appeals to its decisions." What can he
mea? Perhaps what W. E. Cbannlng expresses thus: "We feel
It our bounden duty to exercise our reason upon the Bible perpetually, • • • to seek ln the nature of the subject and the aim of the
writer bis true meaning," etc. Now, there Is a use of reason which
II proper and necessary ln studying the Bible. You must certainly
study '"the aim of the writer'' and the scope of the text and the
context and the words. We need our reason to understand the
meenln1 of the WOl'ds wied ln Scripture. We must observe the
heel lawa of human speech. And we must be able to think
]ap:al]y. We call this the uu. nitionu minuterialu, cnvanicus.1 >
But after reuon has told ua what the words mean, it must not go
CID to tell ua: These words spell nonsense. It has not the right
to tell ua: ThJa doctrine you may accept, that doctrlne you must
reject. The uaua nitionu ILUll8Tl:IUALDI Is forbidden. Dr. Pieper:
"Ruman reuon muat indeed be employed In interpreting Scripture,
never, however, u principle but always only as indn£mfflt."
(Leeh&,u, etc., p. 50.) Quenstedt: ''Theology does not condemn
the UN of r,uon but its abuse and its affectation of directorship,
or Its mqlsterlal use, as normative and decl.sive ln divine thlnp."
(See B- Schmid, Doctrifle&l Theolooi,, p. 35.) Human reason serves
• the llo-,cnov 1,pnuc6y, never u an IIO'YU\'OY xc,&'N&CSv. When she
lll,pls to criticize the Bible, we silence her. "Reason Is not a leader,
but an humble follower, of theology. Hagar serves as the handmaid

cxvm.

I) See Dr. Sommer', art1cle In Coxe. Tm.. :Mnn.,r,

-n. Province of Buman Reuon In Rellpm."

X. p. 420
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of her ndst.rea, aha does not commmcl; when aha afhcla to cammand aha la benfebed from the w:red home.• (Bolla. See
B. Schmid, op. dt., p. 38.) ""Let tbeoJao be the m:upr-. pbU. . .
and other meful arts her aervant," aya Luther. (XXII, 25S.)
There la aomethfq Wl"CJD8 with the ugument that, alnce a certafD
UN of raaoD la fn place, any and every UN of 1980D fa proper.
RatlonaJlshi are not uatng their reuon when they employ tbfa

araument.
Perhapa Cadman•• atatement that "the Book lt•lf fnvobl
ftnlte reuon" meam what the Unitarian W.G.Elllot exp:m11
thua: UCbriatfantty never tella ua to quit thfnkfng but to pron
all thfnp and to bold fut that whfch la good. We are not camm•nded to accept any +-c:bfng without examfnatlon but to aearch
the Scripturea dally to see what fa true and to judge for oune1vea
what la right." (See M. Guenther, PC>J)l,&lczcn SvmbolUc, p. 9'.)
Well, thfnk! Then you wU1 ac,cm dlacover that the atatement "You
muat think" la not the aame u the atatement "You may tbfnk
anytbfng." And to ay that, becaUN the :eer.n. are pralm for
Nlll"Chfng the Scriptures fn order to compare Paul'• t•cb!ng .,,tb
them, they would have been pralaed for afttlng fn judgmeat on
the Scripture., doea not reveal deep thought.
Yea, we ahould make uae of our reaaon (u,u mhdnerialu);
but when the ratlonaliata lmfat on having reuon act also in
a magiaterla1 capacity, aometbing queer happena: they refUR to
let reuon act fn her mtniaterial capacity! Take the worda '"'1'hla
la My body, whfch la given for you." Reaaon, the aervant, -.,a:
That meam Cbrlat'• real body, the body which hung on the croa
Reuon, the muter, aya: It cannot mean that; that would be unreuonable. Reuon, the aervant, fnalata that the worms and tbe
context ("given for you") indfcate the real body of Cbriat. And
the ntlon■Jlwt.11 get indignant and aay: Drive out the servant!
Not everything fn ratlonallmn la reuonable!
Finally, - to give one more lmtance - the exegetical abWty
of the old ratlonallata wu not of a high grade. Nothing to be
proud of there! One of their leading exegetes wu E. G. Paulus
Ct 1851). Do you know how he got rid of the mlraclea related in
the Bible? C. H. Sheldon'• Hiat01'1I of Chriatfan Doctrine, II, p. 295,
wU1 tell you: "Paulua goea over the lfat of the New Teatament
mlraclea and endeavors to ahow how they may be accounted for
without any appeal to the 11Upematural and also without any
bw\peacbment of the honesty of the writers. The angelic appeuancea to the ahepherda he explains u meteoric phenoment
'l'be healing of the paaes■ed wu the natural effect of such an
eminent person u Chrlat engaging the hearty confidence of auch
patlenta u the demoniaca. The five thouaand were fed becaua
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...,. provtdecl with food were comtralned by the
aampla ~ Cbrlat and Bia dJaclpiea to llhare their store with the
WHtde Lamus came forth from the tomb became the loud
, _ ~ 1. . l"DUNd him from bis stupor." (Martha'• statement.
lama 11:11: 91.ard, by this time be ■tlnbth." probably WU due
1D hlDaetnetfon) -i'be raurrec:tlon of Christ also WU not a resurreetlaa ~ tbe nally dead. We cannot tell how much wu done
toward nrvlvlna Him by the cool air of the grotto and by the
. - . ml how much by the e1ectr1c current■ that accompanied
tbl ltarm or earthquake (Du Le&.. J'au)." Other "m1rac1e■
fl n I drf' perfwmed by these men In order to remove the
mlndel: Imus did not walk on the Na but along the Nai Christ
WII ewvezalq with two ■trangen on the mountain. and light
cmad by llptnlng or something illuminated the scene - that
._ the Tramftpratlon. So the honesty of the writer■ 1■ •vecl.
but at the coat of their lntelllgence. The evangeli■t■• theae ''noble
aad .... men of antiquity," did not know how to de■c:rlbe common
w1www 1n lntellJalble language. Paulus and bis c:onfrma have
alm renounced their own Intelligence. Or did they honestly beline that their hearers would believe their "mlracles"? Th1■ 1■
bow W■ltber sizes up the situation: "The ■hallowe■t minds were
reprded u pat light■ and far ahead of their age. For theologlan■
to ac:hleve aome renown. all that was necessary wu ■ufticlent bold- . or rather audacity, to declare the mysterious doctrlna of
Cbrlltlanlty error■ of former dark ages, which had been without
fflHalrtenment." (Law 11,ul Goapel, p. 258.)
that wu In the dark ages of Enlightenment. Can our
llodernlat■ do any better? It seem■ Incredible, but the same
mallow, flat, and atale exegesis 1■ offered to the present generatlan-ln the holy name of Reason. On March 27, 1938, In Chr1■t
Church Catbeclral. here In St. Louis. the dean preached on the
f-1lnl of the five thousand and told bis audience that- those who
bad brad lhued It with the other■; nothing miraculous about it.
Dr. Gearp II. Lam■a told us the other day that. when going on
• journey, Orient■! people always carry a food supply with them
hidden under their clothes; and when some of the five thousand
aw how unae]ftsh]y Jesus clistrlbuted the five loaves among the
people. they felt aabarned of their selfishness. quickly got out their
own food, and paaed it around. Dr. C. A. Glover write■ a book.
WUJ& tlle 7'10elve, and performs the same ''miracle of exegesis":
•1esua bad been spulring of the larger importance of spiritual
food over material sustenance, and when the people •w the
""Qlnp,ea of the ■mall boy to share the loaves and ftahes, they
broapt out the lunches that they had prepared for themselves
ml offered them for the common good." (See Coxe. TmoL. MTBLY,

wen.
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p. 207 ff.) Dr. Glover can perform better mlnclea than Dr. Pauha
Jeav,r walking OD the water means either "tbat He walked upall
a 1111bmerpd sand-bank" or that he med '"bis power of levltatlaD"I
The Tramflauratlon was not cauaed by llahtmn& but •Jau aclmlttedly poamed unusual psycblc powen, and It Is quite c:ndlbJe
that the three disciples were In a state of abnormal aemltheneas," etc. All very modern, but just u aballow, stale,
flat and
a
the old ratlon•JI..,, was. Dr. H. L. Wlllett does not lib Dr. Glover'■
simple explanation of the Incident■ of Gadara- "the shout■ and
gestures of the healed maniac filled the nrine with panic." Be
says: "What c:onnec:tlcm there was between the healing of the
maniac and the stampede of the swine we do not know." But he
gets rid of the miracle by simply denying It. "The narrative■ of
the destruction of the swine and the cursing of the fig-tree are
patently mc:redtble. They lmpoae too great a strain OD the moral
fmpHc:ationa of the ministry of Jesus." (On three different occulons Dr. Willett discussed this matter In recent years In the
Chriatiaa Cntu"II.) On the resurrection of Christ Dr. Willett expresses the same ■hallow views u Dr. Paulus. Oh, yea, he baa
found aome new terms, but he is convinced, with Dr. Paulus, that
the thing did not occur. "Of almilar nature waa the victory of
Jesus over death, although we know few of the facts connected
with that experience. The story wu told in varioUII ways by
the disciples, who, u Jesus, had no other method of interpretlnl
it than as a resurrection, a coming back of his body &om the
grave." (Ch,-. Cnt., March 3, 1937.) It Is nothing but a revamping
of the old rationalism, dressing It up in modem style. The poor
apostles had only that cumbersome "thought-form," "category,"
11
pattem" - "resurrection of the bod11." We have finer thoughtforms and call It ''persistence of pel'IIOnality" or some such thing.
Dr. Fosdick, too, operates in the style of Dr. Paulus. He ls far
from Impugning the honesty of the writers, but their intelligence
suffers sadly at his hands. In his The Modem U.e of the Bible,
chapter IV, "Abiding Experiences and Cb•nging Categories," be
states: 11'.l'he Bible hu ways of thlnklng that are no longer oUl'L •••
For example, I believe in the persistence of personallty through
death but I do not believe In the resurrection of the flesh. Many
of our forefathers could not conceive immortality apart &om a
resurrected body. The resurrection of the flesh was a mental
setting in which alone they supposed that faith in life everlutlng
could be found." (P. 98.) ,, St. Paul was an honest man. He did
9) "Mental settin&" "ch•nslns categories" - that is ldmp]y reYRIIIPlns old Semler'• theory: Christ and the •PQltles ac:commoclatied their

lanpap to the popular notlona of their day.
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Mt , . . to dece1ft people by boldtna out to them the hope of
II-. awwwectL.A of tba body. But there wa no other "catesoa'Y"
....... ad be hoped that. when people beard him speak of tbe
awww.UW 41 the body, they would mebaw catch the rlaht idea
IDll tbmk of tbe ~ of pencmall~ only. Wu St. Paul
naD., • atupldT We are not stupid enouah to believe tbat.
J'aoll of nuoal And that doea not ID8Ul only a NCrijidum
flltlllecCu. Kuch more, an tnfinlte]y IP'Uter aacrlflce la Involved.
- . . w.fm nma." "l'be pride of l9acJID la, u we aba1l show,
Mnaattw of the Cbrlstlan faltb.
TB. EKaa.m
(To 6e_,__J

'l1le Propheta and Political and Social Pnblems
(Concluded)

IV

In tbe Old Testament tbe meaages of the prophets were
dlremd cble8y to God'• own people, wh1c:h had a theocratic form
of pvernment.
'n. well-known ay.lng, The exiles returned from Babylon to
found not a kingdom but a Church, expresses at best only a halftrutb, for the commonwealth of Israel was from its very origin a
Cburcb, a state-church, a church-state, a theocracy, and this
tbloc:nicy wu not founded by the returning exiles, but was a
clivlne lmtltutlon, orpnized by tbe Lord Immediately after the
deliverance of Israel out of ll'cYPt. It la rather dUlicult for us to
naUze all tbat the term ''theocracy" implies. The Jewish Church
wu not a Church within the Jewish state, it was the Jewish state;
ad tbe Jewish state was not something altogether Independent of
the Jewish Church, it was the Jewim Church. In Israel the
church laws were state laws, the state laws were church laws.
Kembenhlp In the Jewish Church and citlzemhip In the
Jewish state were identlcal terms. If a Jew was deprived of his
dvfc rishts, be wu by that very act excommunicated from the
amrcb. And if a Jew was put out of the congregation, he lost his
rfpta u a citizen of tbe Jewish state. No unc1rcumcized Gentile
beUner could become a member of the Jewish state-church, just
a Uttle u a clrcumclaed idolater could acquire or retain cltlvmsblp
In the Jewish church-state. A believing eunuch was saved,
Ia.58:3-5; yet be never could become a member of the Jewish
aiurcb nor a citizen of the Jewish state, Deut. 23: L He 'l'ffl!•iaed
witboat the commonwealth of Israel.
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